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Abstract 
In the era of multiple technologies, people may herd in technology adoption to save 
costs. However, they may regret for not choosing a foregone technology later although 
they are satisfied with the chosen technology. The extant continuance studies have 
extensively studied how users evaluate the focal technology after adoption, but 
somewhat overlooking users’ considerations on foregone technologies. In this study, we 
introduce the notion of post-adoption regret, which considers both the chosen and 
foregone technologies. We develop a research model based on the literature on regret, 
herd behavior, and mindfulness. The model depicts how herd behavior induces regret 
and how regret affects user satisfaction, as well as the subsequent continuance and 
switching intention. As a remedy for such regret resulting from herding, mindfulness of 
technology adoption is proposed as a legitimate strategy for technology adoption in 
parallel with herd in technology adoption. We tested our model through a longitudinal 
study.  
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Introduction  
Due to technology advances, people now can easily access a large variety of technology alternatives. A 
simple search in the app store may return dozens or even hundreds of apps. Being exposed to such 
overwhelming uncertainty, people may take a shortcut to follow a herd in technology adoption to choose 
the technology adopted by many others (Sun 2013; Wolf et al. 2012). Believing that the technology 
adopted by a lot of people must be a smart choice may magnify a user’s expectations on the chosen 
technology and contributes to the expectation-performance contrast after adoption. Therefore, users may 
feel disappointed (Bhattacherjee and Premkumar 2004; Brown et al. 2014), regret on the chosen 
technology, and even switch to other technologies. In other words, herd behavior may lead to regret and 
even abandonment of the chosen option at the post-decision stage (Rao et al. 2001). Motivated by such 
consequences, it is important to have a better understanding of what regret is, to what extent herd 
behavior causes regret, how regret affects user evaluation and behavior on the chosen technology, and 
how to reduce the regret.  
However, existing IT post-adoption research is insufficient to explain regret-related phenomena when 
multiple technologies are present. It has exclusively focused on satisfaction-related factors in a focal 
technology. According to satisfaction-centered research, primarily represented by the expectation-
confirmation model (e.g., Bhattacherjee 2001; Bhattacherjee and Premkumar 2004), once a technology is 
chosen, users decide whether to stay with it based on the post-adoption evaluations about this technology 
(i.e., confirmation, satisfaction). However, Boles and Messick (1995) and Tsiros (1998) showed that users 
may feel regretful for foregone option’s superior performance even if they are satisfied with the chosen 
option. Here post-adoption regret is “a painful cognitive and emotional state of feeling sorry for choosing 
a technology in relation to a forgone technology” (Sun et al. 2014, p.3). Regret and satisfaction represent 
different types of comparisons that a user may perform. Specifically, satisfaction is the “internal 
comparison” between the actual performance of chosen technology and the user’s early expectations on 
the same technology; regret is the “external comparison” between the chosen technology and the foregone 
technologies (the technologies that were not chosen) (Tsiros and Mittal 2000). Most extant studies have 
been focusing on internal comparison, yet “external comparison” has been somewhat overlooked.  
It is theoretically important to study post-adoption regret for several reasons. First, external comparisons, 
although constituting a large proportion of variance in the post-adoption evaluations (Inman et al. 1997), 
have been largely under-studied in IS research. Users’ evaluations on the foregone options will influence 
their evaluation on the chosen one (i.e., internal comparisons) (Bell 1982; Taylor 1997). Second, external 
comparison is a different mechanism that parallels internal comparison (Tsiros and Mittal 2000)—they 
function with respective reference point and act on different technologies. The two mechanisms enable 
users to perform independent post-adoption evaluations on the chosen technology and on the foregone 
technologies at the same time. Therefore, the general belief of “switching customers are dissatisfied” 
(Bhattacherjee et al. 2012; Kim et al. 2006) cannot explain the emerging partial switching phenomenon 
that why switching users are still using the prior technology (Bhattacherjee et al. 2012) and feel both 
satisfied and regret on the choice (Boles and Messick 1995; Tsiros 1998; Tsiros and Mittal 2000). It is 
because when doing the internal comparison within the chosen technology, users feel satisfactory and 
want to continue using the chosen technology. But when considering the chosen technology in relation to 
foregone technologies in the external comparison, they may think they can be even better off if choosing 
the foregone ones, thus they feel regretful and may even want to switch to the foregone technologies for 
compensation. Therefore, studying the post-adoption evaluation on the chosen technology alone (i.e., 
existing studies on how to achieve customers’ satisfaction from internal comparison perspective) is not 
sufficient to secure customers’ stay and keep them from switching to other technologies.  
This research aims to provide a better understanding of regret at the post-adoption stage to explain 
users’ continuance and switching behavior. We investigate what causes regret, how regret affects users’ 
post-adoption evaluations and behavior of a technology, and how to alleviate regret. Drawing on the herd 
theory in IT post-adoption (Sun, 2013), we examine how herd behavior leads to regret. Then, we draw on 
the mindfulness literature and propose mindfulness to be a factor to alleviate post-adoption regret by 
counteracting herding. It is because people in the mindful state will be open to alternatives and are able to 
think in multiple perspectives (Langer 1989a). As a result, they will not be constrained by what they 
currently observe from the prior adopters but conduct an extensive contextually search to decide whether 
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they should join the herding adoption (Fiol and O'Connor 2003; Sun and Fang 2010; Wolf et al. 2012). 
This leads to three main research questions of our study:  
RQ1: What is post-adoption regret and how does it affect users’ post-adoption evaluations and behavior 
of a technology? 
RQ2: How does herd behavior at the adoption stage influence post-adoption regret? 
RQ3: How does mindfulness help reduce regret by curbing herd behavior?  
This research contributes to IS research in multiple ways. First, we systematically conceptualize and 
operationalize post-adoption regret. Second, we echo the emerging phenomena on multiple technologies 
and partial switching, so we extend the extant studies on a sole focus of internal comparisons on a focal 
technology to incorporate the external comparisons on foregone technologies in post-adoption 
evaluations. By doing so, we are able to explain users’ decisions on simultaneously using the chosen 
technology and switching to the foregone technologies. Third, we develop a research model to integrate 
literature on regret, herd behavior, mindfulness, continuance, and switching to enrich our understanding 
of how individual user chooses a system among alternatives and evaluates whether to continue using it or 
switch to others. Practical implications are provided on how to make a less regretful technology adoption. 
Theoretical Foundation 
Post-Adoption Regret 
Users face tradeoffs when they are making adoption decision among multiple technologies. To make a 
rational decision, they anticipate outcomes of each option and choose the one with highest expected value. 
At the post-adoption stage, they verify their decision quality with other options (Gardial et al. 1994) to see 
what they “might have been” as a counterfactual thinking (Zeelenberg and Pieters 2007). They feel 
regretful on the adoption choice if they think they would be better off had a different technology been 
chosen (Zeelenberg 1999). Thus the comparison with foregone options will influence users’ evaluation on 
the chosen one. For example, the expectation (Bell 1982; Taylor 1997), word of mouth (Inman et al. 1997), 
and good features (Dutta et al. 2011) of foregone options will influence a user’s satisfaction on the chosen 
option and lead to regret (Dutta et al. 2011). External comparisons with other options contribute to a large 
number of variance of the post-adoption evaluations (Inman et al. 1997). 
Regret is a counterfactual emotion resulting from external comparisons (Zeelenberg and Pieters 2007). 
Incorporating definitions from economics and psychology, Zeelenberg (1999) defined regret as “a 
negative, cognitively based emotion that we experience when realizing or imagining that our present 
situation would have been better had we acted differently (p. 325)”. Sun et al. (2014) defined post-
adoption regret of technology adoption (hereafter “regret”) as “a painful cognitive and emotional state of 
feeling sorry for choosing a technology in relation to a forgone technology” (p. 3).  
We conceptualize regret according to Roseman et al.’s (1994) five central elements in defining and 
differentiating an emotion. Regret is found to be significantly different in these five aspects, namely 
feelings, thoughts, action tendencies, actions, and emotivational goals (Roseman et al. 1994; Zeelenberg et 
al. 2000; Zeelenberg et al. 1998). We dropped the dimensions of “actions” and “action tendencies” to 
avoid duplication with “behavioral intention” and “behavior” which are commonly used in IS studies. We 
hence conceive a multi-faceted construct of regret with three dimensions on feelings, thoughts and 
emotivational goals. Table 1 summarizes the definitions and examples of the three dimensions of regret.  
First, regret is negative feelings about the adopted technology, defined as to what degree a user feels 
unpleasant regarding the chosen technology. Users often choose one technology among multiple options. 
When they realize they are not better off from making that adoption decision in relation to other options, 
they think they have made a wrong decision and feel painful. They may even blame themselves for giving 
up the foregone technologies at the adoption stage (Zeelenberg and Pieters 2007).  
Second, regret includes thoughts about foregone technologies, defined as to what degree a user thinks 
about foregone technologies in relation to the chosen one. Regret is about comparing “what is” and “what 
could have been” (Tsiros and Mittal 2000). In this cognition aspect, users think about what it could be 
like if they have chosen the alternatives, so these cognitive thoughts can cause regret (Roseman et al. 
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1994).  Thus when the outcome of the chosen option turns out to be undesirable, it will stimulate more of 
this counterfactual thinking (Tsiros and Mittal 2000). The users cannot help thinking about what they 
will be and then incorporate these expectations on foregone options into their cognitive evaluation on the 
chosen option and feel regretful about the adopted technology (Inman et al. 1997; Taylor 1997).  
Third, regret implies emotivational goals for a second chance, defined as to what degree a user intends to 
undo their adoption decision if possible. Emotivational goals are emotional motivations that differ from 
traditional motivations such as needs for achievement and hunger (Roseman et al. 1994). “Goals” are the 
goal states that the emotion (i.e., regret) aims to achieve (Chaplin 1975). Hence emotivational goals are 
conceptually different from action tendencies (Ortiz de Guinea and Markus 2009; Roseman et al. 1994). 
In a negative emotional state, users who feel regretful want a second chance to undo the action to improve 
their emotional state (Zeelenberg and Pieters 2004; Zeelenberg et al. 2000). This is also one of the 
predominant dimensions to distinguish regret from disappointment —regret is not a detrimental negative 
emotion but instead a motivating changing drive. It motivates users to leave the situation and undo the 
wrong decision to get a better outcome (Zeelenberg 1999; Zeelenberg and Pieters 2007). The logic is 
consistent with the finding that customers with unpleasant experience from the vendor should switch 
instead of staying to suffer (Inman and Zeelenberg 2002).  
Table 1: Three Dimensions of Post-Adoption Regret 
 Definition Example 
Negative 
Feelings about 
the Adopted 
Technology 
(NVF) 
Individual's 
unpleasant feeling 
that may cause 
emotional distress 
after the technology 
adoption. 
You have been using iPhone for a long time. Recently you have 
lost your phone and want to try an Android phone for positive 
word of mouth and compelling price. But soon you find that 
you cannot transfer your data in iPhone to the Android phone 
because of compatibility, so you feel very bad and feel sorry for 
the buying decision.  
Thoughts about 
Forgone 
Technologies 
(FGT)  
Consciously 
comparing the 
forgone 
technologies in 
relation to the 
chosen technology. 
You are learning guitar so you need to download a guitar tuner 
application. You know little about this application and get a lot 
of search results in the app store. Finally you narrow down to 
two options and install one of them. But when you are using it 
(especially when it is not as expected), you think about what 
would happen if you have chosen the other one.  
Emotivational 
Goals for a 
Second Chance 
(EMT)  
 
Individual’s goal on 
acquiring a second 
chance to undo the 
technology 
adoption decision. 
When the server of your blog is not stable to support 
operation, you regret your decision on choosing this blog as 
you have uploaded a lot of contents on it. You aim at leaving 
this negative emotional state by finding another stable blog 
hosting service.  
Therefore, the specific action plan to actualize such goal may 
include actions or action tendencies such as stop using this 
blog to avoid further investment and compare other potential 
blog hosting sites until you find an appropriate one.  
Post-Adoption Evaluations: Internal and External Comparisons  
External comparison (represented by regret) parallels internal comparison (satisfaction-oriented) in post-
adoption evaluations on two different reference points (Tsiros and Mittal 2000). Internal comparison is a 
“horizontal” comparison within the chosen technology on evaluating whether the actual performance is up 
to the standard they expect (i.e., confirmation, satisfaction) (Bhattacherjee 2001; Bhattacherjee and 
Premkumar 2004; Gardial et al. 1994; Sun et al. 2014). But for the “vertical” external comparisons, users 
compare with other foregone technologies to see whether they are better off from this choice. External 
comparisons interact with internal comparisons by incorporating expectation of foregone technology into 
one’s evaluations of the chosen technology so regret is an antecedent of satisfaction (Inman et al. 1997; 
Oliver 1997; Taylor 1997).  
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Table 2: Comparison between Satisfaction and Regret1  
(summarized from Tsiros and Mittal (2000)) 
 Satisfaction Regret 
Reference point Internal  External  
Comparison Expected vs actual performance of 
chosen technology 
Chosen vs foregone technologies 
Comparison standard  Internal standard Other technologies 
Relationship   Antecedent of satisfaction 
Research Model and Hypotheses Development 
To understand how regret is formed in herding condition, how regret impacts users’ post-adoptions and 
behavior and how to mitigate regret, we build our research model based on the literature of regret, herd 
behavior, and mindfulness. The model is originated from herding in technology adoption (Sun 2013), an 
adapted framework of cognitive change model (CCM) (Bhattacherjee and Premkumar 2004). We 
complement the framework—which is largely focused on internal comparisons (i.e., disconfirmation, 
satisfaction)—with regret that represents external comparisons. We then add mindfulness of technology 
adoption (MTA) as a mean to mitigate regret resulting from herding (Fiol and O'Connor 2003; Sun 2011). 
Figure 1. Research Model 
Sources of Regret: Discounting Own Information and Negative Disconfirmation 
Herding in technology adoption refers to a phenomenon that “a person follows others when adopting a 
technology, even when his/her private information suggests doing something else” (Sun 2013, p. 1016). In 
this information era, people can easily access information on the technology functionality and the number 
of downloads and reviews by the predecessors. With this information, they have to make a judgment 
between their own private information and the external information. But due to limited time and 
resources and pressures from the uncertainty, they cannot evaluate all the information thoroughly. In this 
                                                             
1 We thank the anonymous reviewers for their suggestions on further differentiating regret from dissatisfaction from emotion 
perspective. Mapping back in Beaudry and Pinsonneault’s (2010) framework, dissatisfaction is a type of “loss emotions” for 
perceived threat from the IT and low control over the expected consequences. In contrast, regret is an instance of “deterrence 
emotions” because it implies the emotivational goals for a second chance to improve the current performance to control the situation 
instead of feeling powerless and doing nothing (Zeelenberg et al. 2000; Zeelenberg et al. 1998). 
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scenario, following the crowd is a good coping strategy (Sun 2013). People believe the prior adopters have 
done the research, so the decision is an outcome of their evaluation (Rao et al. 2001). Therefore, people 
take this social proof for heuristic processing (Rao et al. 2001) to save information search costs and avoid 
reputation damage (Sun 2013). Specifically, people herd by discounting their own information (disregards 
his/her own beliefs about a technology) and imitating others (follows previous adopters to adopt a 
particular form of technology) in technology adoption (Sun 2013, p. 1015).  
Herd behavior may lead to undesirable outcomes (Banerjee 1992). These negative consequences may 
further trigger users’ counterfactual thinking in post-adoption evaluations to recover from failure (Tsiros 
and Mittal 2000). As a result, users may feel regretful (Rao et al. 2001) and doubt the rationality of 
chosen option (Drehmann et al. 2005). The herd is often fragile (Bikhchandani et al. 1992; David and 
Strang 2006) that any small deviation will result in a large shift in behavior (Bikhchandani et al. 1992) 
and even make the users leave the herd (Rao et al. 2001).  
Therefore, we examine how regret may result from herd behavior. According to Tsiros and Mittal (2000), 
status quo is a situation-specific factor of regret. It refers to whether customers are willing to make a 
change of their status quo regarding the system. In Kahneman and Tversky’s (1997) study, people’s 
behavior on giving up current stock and buying another stock is termed as changing status quo—people 
who switch to another stock will regret more than who continue the possession although the decision 
outcome is identical. This is because people will attribute the responsibility of changing status quo to 
themselves as they are not acting conventional (i.e., maintain status quo) (Simonson 1992; Tsiros and 
Mittal 2000; Zeelenberg et al. 1996). Therefore, when users actively discount their own preference on the 
foregone technology in the herding condition, they are likely to think they are responsible for the decision 
of giving up what they originally preferred. They cannot excuse it to be “omission bias” (Simonson 1992) 
that they have not paid attention to the conflicts between their private information (the foregone one is 
better) and external information (the chosen one is better). Instead, they have noticed the discrepancy but 
they choose to discount their own information and compromise to the herd. As a result, they feel regretful 
about the act and blame themselves for any possible shortcomings of the chosen technology. Rao et al. 
(2001) proposed that herd behavior is very likely to incur regret. Similarly, Sun et al. (2014) explained 
that regret may be related to the revival of early discounted information.  
H1: Discounting own information is positively related to regret. 
In Tsiros and Mittal’s (2000) framework, valence of the outcome (positive or negative) is another factor of 
regret. When herding, users form unrealistically high expectations at adoption stage (Sun 2013), so the 
actual performance of chosen technology is more likely to fall below users’ expectations. As a result, 
negative disconfirmation, which is “the degree to which one believes that the observed performance of a 
technology is worse than early expectations” (Sun 2013, p. 1023), is a negative outcome users get after 
adoption. They will be disappointed at the negative disconfirmation for big contrast with the expectation 
(Bhattacherjee and Premkumar 2004; Brown et al. 2014). The negative emotion will trigger users’ 
counterfactual thinking (Zeelenberg and Pieters 2007) and motivates them to repair the current state (i.e., 
stopping using the chosen technology or switching to others) (Tsiros and Mittal 2000). Therefore, 
negative disconfirmations will lead to regret (Tsiros and Mittal 2000; Zeelenberg and Pieters 2004). 
H2: Negative disconfirmation is positively related to regret. 
Consequences of Regret: Satisfaction, Continuance and Switching Intention 
External comparison does not work alone but interacts with internal comparison (Tsiros and Mittal 
2000). As people are rational in maximizing the returns from decision making (Zeelenberg 1999), they 
will conduct internal and external comparisons simultaneously to evaluate whether the chosen option is 
up to expected standard and outperform other foregone options. Consequently, when they find that they 
can be even better if they choose the foregone technologies, they feel disappointed and regretful. Regret 
represents a “should expectation” (Inman et al. 1997), so users become less satisfied when they find out 
that they should be better off. As a result, they incorporate the external evaluations to internal ones and 
lower their satisfaction on the chosen technology (Taylor 1997). Specifically, dissatisfaction is a function 
of regret (Inman et al. 1997; Oliver 1997; Taylor 1997; Zeelenberg and Pieters 2004). The influence of 
regret on satisfaction has also received empirical supports in various marketing and IS studies (Kang et al. 
2009; Sun et al. 2014; Tsiros and Mittal 2000; Zeelenberg and Pieters 2004).  
 Understanding Regret from Perspectives of Herding and Mindfulness  
 Thirty Sixth International Conference on Information Systems, Fort Worth 2015 7 
H3: Regret is negatively related to satisfaction. 
Within this interaction between external and internal comparisons, users will incorporate their 
expectations on the foregone options into the chosen ones and hold a “should expectation” that “my 
technology should also have this feature or it should perform as well as another technology.” This should 
expectation (regret) may lower their intention to continue using the technology accordingly. This negative 
influence of regret on intention to continue has received some empirical support from Tsiros and Mittal 
(2000) and Kang et al. (2009). 
H4: Regret is negatively related to intention to continue. 
Way back to the external comparisons, a person may switch to another technology as a remedy for regret. 
After comparing with other technologies, users who regret on their adoption may want a second chance to 
undo their choice (Zeelenberg et al. 1996; Zeelenberg et al. 2000). Supported by the emotion studies, 
regret is associated with actions and action tendencies to leave current situation for mistake correction 
(Roseman et al. 1994; Zeelenberg et al. 2000; Zeelenberg et al. 1998). It implies that users are willing to 
change the current situation for a recovery from the undesirable outcomes (Tsiros and Mittal 2000). As 
regret is a product of external comparisons with other technologies, its action object is more directly 
towards the foregone technologies. So users who regret on the choice are likely to switch to foregone 
technologies. Evidences were added to this hypothesis that customers who regret on the current service 
provider are likely to switch to other service providers (Zeelenberg and Pieters 1999; Zeelenberg and 
Pieters 2004). 
H5: Regret is positively related to switching intention. 
Mindfulness of Technology Adoption: Prevent Regret from Happening 
Mindfulness refers to “a state of alertness and lively awareness” (Langer 1989b, p.138). Both individuals 
and organizations will benefit from such a mindful state (Langer et al. 1989). Organizations can better 
store and retrieve coping solutions from action repertoire to cope with different situations (Weick et al. 
1999). They can also discriminate and interpret information clearly so that they will not easily follow the 
bandwagon (akin to herd) (Fiol and O'Connor 2003). In IS studies, mindfulness contributes to sound 
adoption (Sun and Fang 2010), reliable performance (Butler and Gray 2006), and resistance to 
bandwagon effects in IT innovation assimilation (Wolf et al. 2012). In IS adoption context, mindfulness of 
technology adoption (MTA) is defined as “a psychological state of consciousness in which a person focuses 
on and is aware of the issues surrounding a technology adoption decision and occurring both internally 
and externally” (Sun 2011, p.3) and consists of four dimensions, engagement with the technology (active 
information seeking and processing), technological novelty seeking (constant creation of new category), 
awareness of local contexts (awareness of local specifics) and cognizance of alternative technologies 
(openness to alternative technologies) (Sun et al. forthcoming).  
We argue that mindfulness is an effective way to mitigate regret resulting from herding through reducing 
a person’s discounting own information and through reducing negative disconfirmation. As hypothesized, 
users who herd in adoption decision will discount their own information and imitate others when 
uncertain about the adoption decision. We argue that mindfulness can reduce uncertainty (Sun and Fang 
2010; Wolf et al. 2012) and thus reduce discounting own information. Being in a mindful state, users will 
actively search for more information (Langer 1989a; Langer 1997) to make a thorough consideration. 
They search both internally within expertise (Dane 2011) and externally (what others have said and done 
in a similar situation) (Fiol and O'Connor 2003). With this extensive information search, users will get 
more contradictory information (e.g., technology A is good/bad; technology B is good/bad). By 
interpreting information, they refine categories (Langer 1989a) and discriminate information quality 
(Weick et al. 1999) (e.g., this blogger is paid by the vendor, so his/her contents may not be as trustworthy 
as what their friends say). They will value inputs from both inside and outside sources and actively 
process such inputs. As a result, they are more certain about the technologies and thus will not easily 
discount their own information because mindfulness can also explain rejection decisions besides adoption 
(Goswami et al. 2009).  
H6: MTA is negatively related to discounting own information. 
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Another route through which MTA alleviates regret is via reducing negative disconfirmation. In the 
mindful state, users will be sensitive to the environment (Dane 2011; Roberts et al. 2007) so they are able 
to interpret and discriminate the local context to understand their exact needs (Fiol and O'Connor 2003; 
Goswami et al. 2009). Meanwhile, users will expand their action repertoire through information scan 
(Fiol and O'Connor 2003) and they will be aware of more technology alternatives (Langer 1989a). But 
they will thus only focus on the task-related features of the technologies (Wolf et al. 2011), match and 
adapt the option supply with their needs to find a most fit to achieve synergy effect (Roberts et al. 2007). 
Otherwise, they will automatically choose within the routines (what they usually react and/or what the 
herd does) for a quick response instead of finding a personalized solution (Fiol and O'Connor 2003; 
Weick et al. 1999). For example, a person may simply consider buying MacBook, which has been adopted 
by many people. However, he or she can be in a more mindful state and thus understands that he/she 
needs to use many software applications that are more supported only by Windows OS. As a result, he/she 
may choose not to buy a MacBook—MacBook’s advantages in Mac OS, multimillion-pixel view, advanced 
ability on design and video editing, and long battery life do not match his/her actual needs. In this case, 
the user considers local contexts mindfully at the adoption stage, so they are less likely to be negatively 
disconfirmed at the post-adoption stage. Goswami et al. (2009) concurred that mindfulness can “reduce 
the possibility of failure” because of the extensive contextual interpretation (p. 2).  
H7: MTA is negatively related to negative disconfirmation. 
Methodology  
We tested our model with a longitudinal field study. The data were collected at two points of time with 
students who were enrolled in an MIS course. At Time 1, students were directed to choose a wiki system 
between PBworks and Google Sites for personal or collaboration use. The two wiki systems have similar 
features that the users can post texts, pictures and videos and invite others to join the workspace for 
collaboration. Students who voluntarily joined this study received a bonus credit as an incentive. We 
administered the survey in two waves. To our knowledge, most students might have little knowledge 
about these two wiki systems so they are probably uncertain about these technologies (as confirmed in 
their prior knowledge in the demographic data in Table 3 below). So at Time 1, we provided them with 
background introduction of both wikis to provoke herding adoption decision. Specifically, we listed two 
herding conditions: number (millions) and identity (“fashion leaders” such as Fortune 500 companies 
and “similar others” like other students and teachers on the world) of previous adopters (Rao et al. 2001; 
Sun 2013). Then students answered questions on measuring their perceptions on mindfulness of 
technology adoption and herd behavior. Four weeks later (Time 2), they answered the second 
questionnaire based on their real experience after using the wiki they had chosen.  
At Time 1, 204 students participated in the study (92.31% response rate). At Time 2, 183 students 
retained, representing an overall response rate of 82.81%. After screening the non-random missing data 
and dropping responses who did not use either of the wiki systems, we finally got a valid sample at 175. 
Table 3 shows the demographic characteristics of the sample. Nonresponse bias (Armstrong and Overton 
1977) was tested and thus should not to be a concern.  
Table 3. Demographic Characteristic of the Sample 
 Frequency Percentage 
Age 
18-20 34 19.4% 
21-25 118 67.4% 
26-30 12 6.9% 
31-35 6 3.4% 
>36 5 2.9% 
Gender 
Male 101 57.7% 
Female 74 42.3% 
Highest Education Level 
Currently Pursuing 
High school 1 0.6% 
Associate degree 1 0.6% 
Bachelor degree 62 35.4% 
Master degree 111 63.4% 
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PhD, MD, JD or other degrees 1 0.6% 
Prior Experience with PBworks 
(Google Sites is in the 
parenthesis) 
Never use it before 164 (97) 93.7% (55.4%) 
<6 months 9 (37) 5.1% (21.1%) 
6 months-2 years 2 (13) 1.1% (7.4%) 
>2 years 0 (28) 0% (16%) 
Total: 175 100% 
 
Table 4 shows the measurement items used in the survey. Herd behavior was adapted from Sun (2013) 
and mindfulness of technology adoption was from (Sun et al. forthcoming). Satisfaction and intention to 
continue were from Bhattacherjee and Premkumar (2004) while switching intention was from 
Bhattacherjee et al. (2012). Following Sun’s (2013) guideline, we focused on the negative consequences of 
herding, so we recoded disconfirmation to negative disconfirmation.  
There are no existing measures for post-adoption regret. We self-developed an instrument for measuring 
regret following Moore and Benbasat’s (1991) procedure. After two rounds of card sorting, 13 reflective 
items with a hit ratio at 93.33% were finalized. From the previous conceptualization and the instruments 
below, we conclude that all the three dimensions are not interchangeable and do not co-vary (Jarvis et al. 
2003; Petter et al. 2007). Therefore, we conceived regret as a three-dimensional formative construct. 
Table 4. Instruments 
Construct  Item (all are measured by a seven-point Likert scale, with 1 being “Strongly Disagree”, and 7 being 
“Strongly Agree” except that 1 indicates “much worse than expected”, 4 indicates “neutral”, and 7 
indicates “much better than expected” for negative disconfirmation. 
Time 1 (Adoption Stage) 
Herding 
—Discounting Own 
Information (DOI)  
(Sun 2013) 
1. My acceptance of this wiki tool did not reflect my own preferences for wiki. 
2. I did not make the decision based on my own research and information. 
3. If I did not know that a lot of people have already accepted this wiki tool, I might have chosen 
another wiki tool for my study. 
Herding 
—Imitating Others (IMI)  
(Sun 2013) 
1. It seems that this wiki tool is a dominant wiki system; therefore, I would like to use it as well. 
2. I follow others in accepting this wiki tool.  
3. I chose this wiki tool because many other people are already using it. 
MTA 
—Technological Novelty 
Seeking (NS) 
(Sun et al. forthcoming) 
1. I paid attention to differences of this new technology from any other technology I previously used. 
2. I tended to figure out how this wiki tool was unique in relation to the tools that I am currently 
using (word processing tool).  
3. I was mindful about how this wiki tool differed from similar tools (e.g., word processing tool) I 
had used. 
MTA 
—Engagement with the 
Technology (EG) 
(Sun et al. forthcoming) 
1. I was engaged in investigating this wiki tool when making the adoption decision. 
2. I gathered factual information about this wiki tool before making the adoption decision. 
3. I got involved in exploring this wiki tool before I adopted it. 
MTA 
—Awareness of Local 
Contexts (LC)  
(Sun et al. forthcoming) 
1. When making the decision to adopt this wiki tool, I thought about how this wiki tool might help 
my study.  
2. When making the decision to adopt this wiki tool, I thought about how this wiki tool might 
change the way my study was done.  
3. When making the decision to adopt this wiki tool, I thought about how this wiki tool may be 
compatible with my assignment requirements. 
MTA 
— Cognizance of 
Alternative Technologies 
(CN)  
(Sun et al. forthcoming) 
1. I attended to alternative views regarding the wiki tool before making the adoption decision.  
2. I was aware of other tools than this wiki tool before deciding to adopt it.  
3. I paid attention to equivalent tools to fulfill my needs before deciding to adopt this wiki tool.  
4. I thought about alternative tools to address my demands when deciding to adopt this wiki tool. 
Time 2 (Post-Adoption Stage) 
Disconfirmation (recoded 
as negative 
disconfirmation, NDC) 
(Bhattacherjee and 
Premkumar 2004) 
Compared to my initial expectations, the ability of this wiki tool _____ 
1. to improve my performance is…  
2. to increase my productivity is…  
3. to enhance my effectiveness is…  
4. to be useful for my work or study is… 
Satisfaction (SAT)  
(Bhattacherjee and 
Premkumar 2004) 
All things considered, I am_________ with my use of this wiki tool.  
1: 1 “Extremely displeased” ——— 4 “Neutral” ——— 7 “Extremely pleased” 
2: 1 “Extremely frustrated” ——— 4 “Neutral” ——— 7 “Extremely content” 
3: 1 “Extremely terrible” ——— 4 “Neutral” ——— 7 “Extremely delighted” 
4: 1 “Extremely dissatisfied” ——— 4 “Neutral” ——— 7 “Extremely satisfied” 
Regret 
—Negative Feelings about 
1. I feel a sinking feeling when thinking about it.  
2. I feel bad about choosing it.  
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the Adopted Technology 
(NVF)  
(self-developed) 
3. I have a negative feeling about choosing it.  
4. I feel uneasy when thinking about it.  
5. I feel sorry to choose it. 
Regret 
—Thought about 
Foregone Technologies 
(FGT) (self-developed) 
1. Another wiki tool might be better.  
2. The other wiki tool that I did not choose seems to be better than the one I am using. 
3. I would have been better off with another wiki tool.  
4. I really wish that another wiki tool had been chosen. 
Regret 
—Emotivational Goals for 
a Second Chance (EMT)  
(self-developed) 
1. I want to get a second chance of adopting the wiki tool.  
2. If I had another chance, I would make a different choice.  
3. I want to undo my decision of adopting the wiki tool.  
4. I would replace the wiki tool with another one if there is a chance. 
Switching Intention 
(SWI) (Bhattacherjee et 
al. 2012) 
1. I would likely start using another wiki tool in the near future.  
2. I plan to abandon using my current wiki tool in the near future.  
3. I intend to switch from my current wiki tool to another tool in the near future. 
Intention to Continue 
(IC) (Bhattacherjee and 
Premkumar 2004) 
1. I intend to use this wiki tool in the near future.  
2. I plan to use this wiki tool in the near future.  
3. I predict that I will use this wiki tool in the near future. 
Data Analysis and Results 
Partial Least Square (PLS) was used to examine measurement and structural models. PLS is a 
component-based SEM method and has been recommended for exploratory research and for dealing with 
formative constructs (Chin 1998; Petter et al. 2007). 
The measurement model was examined in terms of reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant 
validity. Table 5 shows the descriptive statistics and composite reliability (CR). CR of all latent variables 
exceeded 0.7, suggesting good reliability (Fornell and Larcker 1981). All average variance explained (AVE) 
in Table 5 is greater than 0.5 and most of item loadings are greater than 0.707 (see loadings and cross 
loadings in the appendix), so the items demonstrate a good convergent validity (Barclay et al. 1995; Chin 
1998; Fornell and Larcker 1981). Meanwhile, the construct correlations were lower than the square root of 
AVE of their constructs in Table 6 (Fornell and Larcker 1981) and all loadings were greater than the cross-
loadings. Factor analysis was also performed to ensure discriminant validity is detected in a higher 
sensitivity level, so discriminant validity was satisfactory. As regret is a formative construct, we examined 
the item weights and loadings to ensure construct validity. No negative and insignificant weights were 
found and item loadings had passed the threshold, so all the items are valid. Variance inflation factor 
(VIF) was tested that regret was ranged between 1.399 and 1.703, whose range was below the 
recommended threshold of 3.3 (Diamantopoulos and Siguaw 2006; Petter et al. 2007), so 
multicollinearity is not a concern. Common method bias was concluded not to be a threat by following 
Podsakoff et al. (2003).  
Table 5. Descriptive Statistics 
Construct  
No. of 
Items 
Mean 
Std. 
Dev 
CR AVE 
Herding factors 
--Discounting Own Information (DOI) 
2 3.86 1.32 0.70 0.58 
--Imitating Others (IMI) 2 4.26 1.43 0.91 0.83 
Mindfulness of Technology Adoption (MTA) 
--Technological Novelty Seeking (NS) 
3 4.66 1.17 0.83 0.63 
--Cognizance of Alternative Technologies (CN) 3 4.34 1.34 0.88 0.71 
--Awareness of Local Contexts (LC) 3 5.29 1.38 0.93 0.80 
--Engagement with the Technology (EG) 3 4.17 1.48 0.89 0.73 
Negative Disconfirmation (NDC) 4 0.68 0.81 0.95 0.81 
Satisfaction (SAT) 4 4.70 0.98 0.94 0.81 
Regret 
--Negative Feelings about the Adopted Technology (NVF) 
5 2.96 1.23 0.96 0.82 
--Thought about Foregone Technologies (FGT) 3 3.62 1.11 0.94 0.83 
--Emotivational Goals for a Second Chance (EMT) 4 3.22 1.24 0.96 0.85 
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Switching Intention (SWI) 3 3.26 1.17 0.93 0.81 
Intention to Continue (IC) 3 4.56 1.22 0.97 0.91 
 
Table 6. Square Roots of AVEs and Correlations† 
 
DOI IMI NS EG LC CN NDC SAT NVF FGT EMT SWI IC 
DOI 0.76 
            
IMI 0.19 0.91 
           
NS -0.20 -0.15 0.79 
          
EG -0.40 -0.15 0.37 0.86 
         
LC -0.18 0.07 0.41 0.42 0.90 
        
CN -0.24 0.05 0.28 0.34 0.41 0.84 
       
NDC 0.20 0.10 -0.23 -0.17 -0.20 -0.13 0.90 
      
SAT -0.25 -0.06 0.18 0.16 0.18 0.21 -0.59 0.90 
     
NVF 0.22 0.03 -0.09 -0.02 -0.16 0.02 0.31 -0.51 0.90 
    
FGT 0.12 0.08 -0.09 -0.02 -0.11 -0.07 0.23 -0.29 0.53 0.91 
   
EMT 0.11 0.00 -0.01 0.05 -0.03 0.10 0.20 -0.27 0.54 0.64 0.92 
  
SWI 0.18 0.03 -0.04 -0.02 -0.12 0.07 0.28 -0.27 0.45 0.43 0.58 0.90 
 
IC -0.10 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.16 0.06 -0.38 0.53 -0.49 -0.27 -0.31 -0.39 0.95 
DOI: Discounting Own Information (Herding)            IMI: Imitating Others (Herding)  
NS: Technological Novelty Seeking (MTA)                                 EG: Engagement with the Technology (MTA)   
LC: Awareness of Local Contexts (MTA)              CN: Cognizance of Alternative Technologies (MTA) 
NDC: Negative Disconfirmation              SAT: Satisfaction  
NVF: Negative Feelings about the Adopted Technology(Regret)      FGT: Thought about Foregone Technologies (Regret)   
EMT: Emotivational Goals for a Second Chance (Regret)                  SWI: Switching Intention    IC: Intention to Continue   
† The diagonal Elements (in bold) are the square roots of the average variance explained (AVE). 
Structural Model 
Figure 2. PLS Results of the Research Model 
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We followed the two-step practice to aggregate first-order constructs as dimensions via factor score to 
simplify the model for testing (Sun et al. 2012; Wright et al. 2012). Figure 2 shows the results of the 
structural model. The model explains 29.6% of the variance in switching intention, 34.2% in intention to 
continue, 44.9% in satisfaction and 11.7% in regret. All hypotheses were confirmed. H1 (b=0.154, t=1.992) 
and H2 (b= 0.277, t=3.045) were supported so discounting own information and negative disconfirmation 
were sources of regret. H3 (b=-0.342, t=4.445) and H4 (b=-0.291, t=3.579) verified the influence of 
external comparisons (regret) on internal comparisons (satisfaction and intention to continue) of the 
chosen technology. Meanwhile, H5 (b= 0.540, t=6.324) measured users’ evaluations and opinions toward 
the foregone technology. Lastly, the results of H6 (b=-0.372, t=5.072) and H7 (b=-0.241, t=3.191) 
supported our hypotheses that MTA can effectively alleviate negative disconfirmation and stop users from 
discounting their own information.  
Yet, two interesting results worth our further attention. First, the belief that “dissatisfied customers will 
switch” (satisfactionswitching intention, b=-0.272, t=3.093) in marketing and IS switching literature 
did not hold (satisfactionswitching intention, b=-0.008, t=0.103) after adding the investigation of 
regret in the post-adoption evaluations in our study. Second, the link between imitating others and 
negative disconfirmation from Sun’s (2013) herding study was not supported in our study.  
Post-hoc Analyses  
To understand why the previously-held link between satisfaction and switching intention becomes 
insignificant after regret is brought in the model, we did a two-stage cluster analysis (Ketchen Jr and 
Shook 1996) on satisfaction and switching intention in SPSS. We specified four expected clusters to 
distinguish the 2*2 high/low conditions and got four clusters accordingly. They are statistically different 
in the ANOVA test. The average Silhouette is 0.5, indicating a fair to good cluster quality. Table 7 shows 
the four clusters.  
Table 7. Cluster Analysis Results 
 Low switching intention 
Overall 
sample  
mean 
High switching intention 
 
Low 
satisfaction 
(Cluster 1) 
High 
satisfaction 
(Cluster 2) 
Low 
satisfaction 
(Cluster 3) 
High 
satisfaction 
(Cluster 4) 
Number of observations 44 (25.1%) 62 (35.4%) 175 9 (5.1%) 60 (34.3%) 
Switching intention 3.14 2.25 3.26 5.37 4.07 
Satisfaction 3.73 5.35 4.70 2.58 5.05 
Regret—Negative feelings 
about the adopted 
technology 
3.39 2.18 2.96 4.60 3.20 
Regret—Thoughts about 
forgone technologies 
3.46 3.33 3.62 5.48 3.76 
Regret—Emotivational 
goals for a second chance 
2.97 2.85 3.22 5.33 3.48 
Intention to continue 4.05 5.22 4.56 2.67 4.54 
 
From the table above, it is not hard to find that Cluster 2 is the loyal group with the highest satisfaction 
and lowest switching intention. This group has the lowest regret and the highest intention to continue to 
use the chosen technology. On the other hand, Cluster 3 is the most dissatisfied group, so users are most 
willing to switch and have the highest regret and lowest continuance intention. However, there are three 
interesting findings. First, Cluster 4 is consistent with the findings in Boles and Messick (1995) and Tsiros 
(1998) that users can be both satisfied and regret. Their high switching intention and moderate 
continuance intention indicate that they may switch to the foregone technologies without uninstalling the 
chosen technology (the phenomenon “partial switching” (Bhattacherjee et al. 2012)). Second, Cluster 1 is a 
marginal group with low satisfaction, moderate regret and subsequent moderate switching intention. 
Since they are not very satisfied with the chosen technology and show fair interest to stay, they may be 
easily influenced by either side of technology to stay or switch. Third, it is notable that the dissatisfied-
switch group is the smallest group among the four clusters while the other three are quite comparable. It 
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confirms the existing belief that “dissatisfied customers will switch”, but it also suggests that groups such 
as Cluster 4 and 1 (customers switch not solely because of dissatisfaction) also deserve our attention.   
Earlier we argued that mindfulness of technology adoption (MTA) can help alleviate regret by reducing a 
person’s discounting own information (DOI) and negative disconfirmation (NDC). Thus, we conducted 
another post-hoc analysis to test whether DOI and NDC mediate MTA’s effects on regret. We employed 
Preacher and Hayes approach (Preacher and Hayes 2008) to test the mediating effect with the 
recommended bias-corrected (BC) bootstrap algorithm. The results suggest that there is no direct 
relationship between MTA and regret (b=-0.064, t=-0.841, p=0.401). But as the overall effect is not a 
necessary condition of mediation (Hayes 2009; Kenny and Judd 2014), we continued our testing. After 
introducing DOI (b=0.005, t=0.058, p=0.954) and NDC (b=0.012, t=0.158, p=0.848), the direct effect is 
not significant. The indirect effect of MTA on regret through DOI is -0.069 with a 95% BC bootstrap 
Confidence Interval (CI) of -0.142 and -0.017. This 95% CI does not contain zero, indicating that the 
indirect effect is significantly different from zero. DOI is thus a mediator. Similarly, the indirect effect of 
MTA on regret through NDC is -0.076 with a 95% BC bootstrap CI of -0.173 and -0.020. The CI does not 
contain zero either, indicating that NDC is also a mediator. Therefore, discounting own information and 
negative disconfirmation are two full mediators between mindfulness of technology adoption and regret.  
Discussions 
In the era of multiple technologies, this research investigates several emerging phenomena including (1) 
how users evaluate the technology they have chosen at the post-adoption stage in relation to the foregone 
ones, (2) how herd behavior at the adoption stage leads to post-adoption regret and subsequent 
continuance and switching, and (3) how mindfulness can help cure herd behavior and accordingly prevent 
regret from happening. Examining a model adapted in herding condition, we found that discounting own 
information (one scenario of herding) and negative disconfirmation (a possible consequence of the other 
herding scenario, imitating others) have significant impact on post-adoption regret. Moreover, post-
adoption regret in relation to foregone technologies will influence users’ evaluations on their chosen 
technology (satisfaction) and subsequent behavior (intention to continue). On the other hand, 
independent from internal comparisons, regret will induce users to switch to foregone technologies as an 
external drive even if users are satisfied with the chosen technology. This research also shows that 
mindfulness should be exerted to alleviate regret by reducing a person’s discounting own information and 
negative disconfirmation.  
Limitations and Future Studies 
In this study, our small sample size and the use of student sample may threaten to the generalizability of 
this research. But as we are examining the general technology adoption phenomena in the current 
multiple technology era, we believe students can also represent the general technology adopters.  
The existing link “imitating others—negative disconfirmation” is not supported in our dataset. In Sun’s 
(2013) study, he explained the valence of the relationship to be an indicator of whether the users are 
following a correct herd. It may explain the reason why this relationship becomes insignificant in our 
complicated scenario involving multiple technologies as it is hard to differentiate herd correctness on 
technology A and B in the aggregated results. Yet how to confirm which group the adopters are following 
remains to be a promising topic (Sun 2013), so we see this conflicting finding as a great opportunity to 
further explore the boundary condition between imitating the herd and users’ disconfirmation evaluation. 
The two new interesting clusters identified from post-hoc analyses are also worth further exploring, like 
behavioral patterns of the partial switch group and the reasons why the dissatisfied group stay or switch 
and how to encourage them to stay or switch. 
Contributions and Research Implications 
Our study looks through the lens of regret in studying emerging phenomena on herd behavior and partial 
switching among multiple technologies. At the post-adoption stage, users evaluate the chosen technology 
among other technologies instead of comparing specific attributes with the standard of one focal 
technology as what they do for the adoption stage (Gardial et al. 1994). Therefore, it is time to 
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acknowledge the presence and significance of this external comparison mechanism and incorporate it into 
the study on post-adoptive evaluations.  
To our best knowledge, this research is one of the few studies in studying both internal (satisfaction) and 
external (regret) comparisons in post-adoptive technology evaluations. We have systematically 
conceptualized regret as a three-dimensional construct and developed an instrument for measuring it. By 
introducing external comparisons, we complement the existing sole focus on one focal technology with a 
consideration on other foregone technologies and fill in a large proportion of variance to post-adoption 
evaluations (Inman et al. 1997). Researches that overlook this external comparison with other foregone 
technologies may not have a holistic understanding on users’ post-adoptive evaluations and their 
subsequent behaviors. Therefore, we urge that IS researchers should put more attention to such external 
comparisons in light of the fact that we often have many technologies with similar functionalities to 
choose from.  
Our study uncovers that the underlying mechanism of these two parallel internal and external 
comparisons is multiple reference points (Huang and Tseng 2007; Inman et al. 1997). These two different 
reference points enable users’ independent evaluations for the chosen technology and foregone 
technologies respectively and also help understand why users can be both satisfied and regretful at the 
same time (Boles and Messick 1995; Tsiros 1998). More importantly, it helps justify why users are using 
the chosen and foregone technologies at the same time which is captured as a partial switching 
phenomenon by Bhattacherjee et al. (2012). Following the logic of internal and external comparisons, the 
continuance behavior is in relation to the chosen technology and the switching behavior is in relation to 
the foregone technologies. In other words, when users are both satisfied on their chosen technology and 
regretful on the foregone technologies, they will probably continue using the chosen technology for high 
satisfaction but start using the foregone technologies as well for high regret. 
To reflect the herding phenomenon, we integrate literature on herd behavior with regret in this study and 
develop a conceptual model across adoption and post-adoption stage. Moreover, to provide remedies for 
the post-adoption regret resulting from herding, we propose mindfulness to be one of the solutions (Fiol 
and O'Connor 2003). Thus the model examines the consequences of regret and how regret is influenced 
by herd behavior, which somewhat can be overcome by mindfulness. Our model demonstrates how to 
engage different research areas in one research to advance IS studies and also enrich our understanding of 
user adoption and post-adoption behavior.  
We also contribute to switching literature by including switching intention in parallel with continuance 
intention in the model. Countering to the common belief that “users who intend to switch have to be 
dissatisfied” (Bhattacherjee et al. 2012; Hsu 2014; Keaveney 1995), we add another argument from the 
finding of external comparison that “users who intend to switch can be satisfied, but they probably feel 
regretful.”. Therefore, researchers should be aware that satisfied users may still switch to other 
technologies in the future studies.  
Last but not the least, we foresee that this addition of foregone technologies to the post-adoption 
evaluations will extend the studies on information system life cycle. In the extant studies, there are three 
main stages for an information system, initial adoption, usage, and termination (akin to discontinuance 
studies) (Furneaux and Wade 2010; Furneaux and Wade 2011; Maier et al. 2015; Turel 2015). But since 
switching is defined as a compound of “user acceptance of the new IT” and “discontinuance of the old IT” 
(Bhattacherjee et al. 2012, p. 329), we perceive there will be an intersection between the old IT (chosen 
technology) and the new IT (foregone technologies) at the usage stage of the chosen technology. During 
the intersection—the users may decide whether to continue the usage (continuance in the usage stage) 
and whether to discontinue it (discontinuance in the termination stage) depending on their internal 
comparisons and whether to adopt the foregone technologies (acceptance in the initial adoption stage for 
the foregone technologies). 
Practical Implications 
Positioned in the era of multiple technologies, our study provides technology vendors with understanding 
of users’ adoptions, post-adoption evaluations, and continuance/switching considerations. Users may be 
overwhelmed by the search results and accordingly herd to adopt a technology. Thus herding is a 
legitimate strategy for adopting a “good enough” technology (Sun 2013) although they may incur regret at 
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the post-adoption stage and even switch as a result. From our study, we propose that mindfulness at 
technology adoption stage might be another solution for adopting most fit technology to prevent users 
from such post-adoption regret and wasted resources in switching at an earlier stage. Therefore, when 
users are mindful in collecting and discriminating information at the adoption stage, vendors had better 
provide objective two-sided information to facilitate the potential adopters’ information search. Users also 
should be realistic about their needs and choose the technology best fits their local contexts. From 
competition perspective, vendors can design their technology to be very outstanding in one aspect or 
make search engine marketing to push their technology into potential adopter’s consideration range at the 
adoption stage. As a result, the impressive foregone technologies may retain in user’s memory at the 
adoption stage and serve as an external comparison standard for the chosen technology. Later, the user 
may consider adopting this foregone technology. Moreover, vendors can bear in mind that there is still a 
group of users who are hesitating between staying and switching with moderate level of regret and low 
satisfaction. Vendors from both sides of chosen and foregone technologies can compete on this segment.  
Appendix 
Table 8. Loadings and Cross Loadings 
 
 
DOI IMI NS EG LC CN NDC SAT NVF FGT EMT SWI IC 
DOI2 0.98 0.14 -0.21 -0.41 -0.21 -0.27 0.18 -0.24 0.18 0.10 0.10 0.16 -0.09 
DOI32 0.44 0.28 -0.02 -0.11 0.06 0.05 0.15 -0.13 0.23 0.13 0.08 0.15 -0.07 
IMI2 0.21 0.88 -0.13 -0.23 0.07 0.03 0.07 -0.02 0.01 0.09 0.02 0.03 0.05 
IMI3 0.15 0.94 -0.15 -0.07 0.06 0.06 0.10 -0.08 0.05 0.06 -0.01 0.02 -0.01 
 NS1 -0.19 -0.04 0.75 0.34 0.30 0.21 -0.18 0.14 -0.16 -0.18 -0.09 -0.15 0.01 
 NS2 -0.19 -0.25 0.84 0.26 0.38 0.21 -0.23 0.16 -0.07 -0.09 0.00 -0.05 0.03 
 NS3 -0.09 -0.07 0.79 0.28 0.29 0.24 -0.13 0.13 0.02 0.06 0.08 0.11 0.02 
 EG1 -0.40 -0.25 0.39 0.87 0.44 0.29 -0.19 0.14 -0.02 -0.06 0.00 -0.05 -0.01 
 EG2 -0.30 -0.09 0.27 0.86 0.38 0.32 -0.12 0.16 -0.02 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.05 
 EG3 -0.33 -0.04 0.29 0.84 0.24 0.27 -0.11 0.09 -0.01 -0.02 0.10 -0.01 0.03 
 LC1 -0.23 0.05 0.37 0.45 0.92 0.41 -0.22 0.20 -0.15 -0.11 -0.05 -0.11 0.16 
 LC2 -0.14 0.03 0.39 0.41 0.92 0.40 -0.15 0.18 -0.14 -0.10 0.01 -0.12 0.19 
 LC3 -0.10 0.11 0.33 0.26 0.84 0.27 -0.16 0.09 -0.15 -0.09 -0.06 -0.07 0.06 
 CN1 -0.10 0.08 0.25 0.39 0.40 0.79 -0.02 0.12 0.14 0.12 0.21 0.18 0.03 
 CN3 -0.20 -0.04 0.25 0.20 0.32 0.87 -0.15 0.20 -0.02 -0.13 0.01 -0.01 0.06 
 CN4 -0.31 0.09 0.21 0.26 0.30 0.86 -0.17 0.23 -0.08 -0.18 0.00 -0.01 0.05 
NDC1 0.25 0.13 -0.25 -0.19 -0.16 -0.10 0.90 -0.49 0.26 0.16 0.15 0.23 -0.34 
NDC2 0.14 0.05 -0.22 -0.16 -0.23 -0.11 0.91 -0.56 0.26 0.19 0.15 0.22 -0.37 
NDC3 0.14 0.12 -0.19 -0.13 -0.13 -0.09 0.90 -0.52 0.25 0.23 0.19 0.24 -0.31 
NDC4 0.18 0.05 -0.16 -0.12 -0.20 -0.17 0.90 -0.53 0.32 0.26 0.23 0.33 -0.37 
SAT1 -0.27 -0.02 0.18 0.15 0.21 0.20 -0.57 0.91 -0.51 -0.23 -0.23 -0.28 0.51 
SAT2 -0.23 -0.05 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.16 -0.55 0.90 -0.41 -0.20 -0.19 -0.23 0.40 
SAT3 -0.18 -0.09 0.18 0.11 0.14 0.19 -0.45 0.88 -0.41 -0.31 -0.27 -0.22 0.52 
SAT4 -0.21 -0.08 0.17 0.17 0.15 0.22 -0.53 0.91 -0.49 -0.29 -0.29 -0.25 0.46 
NVF1 0.07 -0.01 -0.01 0.10 -0.03 0.18 0.18 -0.42 0.81 0.42 0.46 0.39 -0.35 
                                                             
2 We dropped DOI1, IMI1, CN2, and FGT4 for low loadings, but we retained DOI3 for content validity. 
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NVF2 0.22 0.02 -0.13 -0.02 -0.17 0.00 0.31 -0.49 0.95 0.50 0.51 0.41 -0.46 
NVF3 0.24 0.06 -0.12 -0.04 -0.16 -0.06 0.30 -0.48 0.94 0.53 0.54 0.40 -0.46 
NVF4 0.20 0.04 -0.02 -0.02 -0.14 0.00 0.28 -0.50 0.93 0.48 0.47 0.40 -0.44 
NVF5 0.25 0.03 -0.10 -0.10 -0.23 0.00 0.30 -0.43 0.89 0.48 0.48 0.43 -0.47 
FGT1 0.10 0.09 -0.11 -0.05 -0.11 -0.06 0.25 -0.30 0.47 0.90 0.58 0.40 -0.28 
FGT2 0.11 0.07 -0.06 -0.02 -0.13 -0.06 0.22 -0.25 0.48 0.91 0.54 0.35 -0.20 
FGT3 0.12 0.05 -0.07 0.00 -0.07 -0.07 0.17 -0.22 0.51 0.92 0.63 0.43 -0.25 
EMT1 0.10 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.05 0.11 0.15 -0.23 0.44 0.55 0.90 0.52 -0.24 
EMT2 0.10 -0.03 0.01 0.03 -0.06 0.05 0.18 -0.27 0.48 0.58 0.91 0.52 -0.32 
EMT3 0.10 0.01 0.00 0.04 -0.04 0.10 0.19 -0.25 0.54 0.59 0.93 0.55 -0.25 
EMT4 0.10 0.01 -0.03 0.05 -0.06 0.09 0.21 -0.26 0.54 0.65 0.94 0.55 -0.32 
SWI1 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.11 0.20 -0.18 0.30 0.41 0.54 0.85 -0.22 
SWI2 0.20 -0.02 -0.07 -0.06 -0.18 0.03 0.27 -0.29 0.45 0.36 0.47 0.91 -0.45 
SWI3 0.17 -0.02 -0.03 0.00 -0.13 0.05 0.28 -0.26 0.45 0.39 0.55 0.93 -0.39 
 IC1 -0.08 -0.01 0.01 0.03 0.14 0.04 -0.38 0.52 -0.50 -0.28 -0.30 -0.39 0.95 
 IC2 -0.10 0.06 0.04 0.02 0.19 0.08 -0.38 0.50 -0.46 -0.26 -0.31 -0.38 0.96 
 IC3 -0.11 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.12 0.04 -0.33 0.48 -0.43 -0.21 -0.27 -0.36 0.94 
DOI: Discounting Own Information (Herding)           IMI: Imitating Others (Herding)  
NS: Technological Novelty Seeking (MTA)              EG: Engagement with the Technology (MTA)   
LC: Awareness of Local Contexts (MTA)             CN: Cognizance of Alternative Technologies (MTA) 
NDC: Negative Disconfirmation             SAT: Satisfaction  
NVF: Negative Feelings about the Adopted Technology (Regret)    FGT: Thought about Foregone Technologies (Regret)   
EMT: Emotivational Goals for a Second Chance (Regret)                  SWI: Switching Intention    IC: Intention to Continue   
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